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                                               Submitted March 8, 2006**

Before:    CANBY, BEEZER and KOZINSKI, Circuit Judges. 

             Mahendra Singh, his wife, Gian Kaur, and their daughter, Praveen Kaur,

natives and citizens of Fiji, petition for review of the Board of Immigration

Appeals’ (“BIA”) affirmance of an Immigration Judge’s (“IJ”) denial of their
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applications for asylum, withholding of deportation, and for relief under the

Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).   We review the IJ’s and BIA’s decision for

substantial evidence.  INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 (1992).  We deny

in part and dismiss in part the petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s and BIA’s decision that petitioners

failed to establish past persecution or a well-founded fear of future persecution

based on an enumerated ground.  Because petitioners failed to present evidence

compelling the conclusion that any mistreatment that they may have experienced

was based on an enumerated ground, petitioners fail to establish eligibility for

asylum.  See id.  Accordingly, we deny the petition on the asylum claim.

Petitioners failed to exhaust their withholding of deportation and CAT

claims before the BIA, and therefore we lack jurisdiction to consider these claims. 

See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir. 2004).

Pursuant to Elian v. Ashcroft, 370 F.3d 897 (9th Cir. 2004) (order),

petitioners’ voluntary departure period will begin to run upon issuance of this

court’s mandate.     

            PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED in part and DISMISSED in part.
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